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FEDERAL EL[CTIO
OMMISSION N

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 2013 MAR -5 M 9: 5]

In the Matter of )
)  DISMISSAL AND - CELA
MUR 6682 | j  CASE CLOSURE UNDER THE
Rufus Holt Craig, Jr. ) ENFORCEMENT PRIORITY
' y  SYSTEM.
)

GENERAT: COUNSEL’S: REPORT,

Under the Enforcemierit Priority System, the Comitiis§ion uses ;fdr-'mél Scoring Critérid as a
basis to allocate its resonrces and decide which maitters to pursue. 'I?hese,criilfﬁria' inelude withaat
limitation an assessment of the following facters: (1) the gravity oi‘_-.the. alleged violation, taking
into éccbunc both the type of activity and the ambnﬂt,.iig'i‘ violation; ¢(2) the apparent impact the
alleged violation may have had on the electoral process; (3)the complexity of the legal issues
raised.in the matter; and (4) recent trends in potential violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act.of 1971, as amended (the ‘.‘A=et"’)-, and developments of the law. It is the
Commission’s policy that pursuing relatively low-rated matters on.the Enforceinent docket
warrants the exercise of its prosecutorial discretion tg"dismiss cases under certain clrcumstances

The Office of General Counsel has detetmiined that MUR. 6682 shoild not be reférred to
the Alternative Dispute Resolution Office. Also, 5.f°." the reasons _s_e_t_ forth below, the-Office of
General Counsel recommends that the Cominission exergise its p_rosncutotit_:ll' discretion to
dismiss MUR 6682.!

In this matter, the Complainant, Bryan Grant Jeansonne, alleges that Rufus. Holt Craig, Jr,

failed to include a “paid for” disclaimer on his yard signs distributed throughout Lotisiana’s 6th

! The EPS rating information is as follows: . Complaint Filed: October 31, 2012. Response

Filed: December 26, 2012.
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congressional district.? Aécording to the Complaint, “campaign ma’terialﬁ?-’ must state “who paid
for such materials,” an_d" that Craig’s “failure” to incl-ud‘e-titat- information.appears to be a
violation of the Act and Commission regiilations. Compl. at: 1.__ The Complaint includés-a
phigtograph of what appears to be a Craig yard sign, which _ittglydbs the text “RUFUS CRAIG
CONGRESS, VOTERUFUSCRAIG:COM,” but does not include a disclaimer statifig who paid
for and authorized the sign. Id. at 2.

In résponse, Craig acknowledges: that he “failed to place the -a.ppr"ti)pl—'i'éfte'I*pta.i'ds foi’ .
of his “failure to familiarize [himself] with the i¢giilations. 'fo’r‘p:ol-'i!t-i(-:al"campf_n,i’_gn;_s_i'gns-.,"3 Resp.
at'l. Craig did not register'with the Commission as'a federal candidate:and did not file-a
Statement of Organization or any disclosure reports during the:2012 election cycle.*

Whenevet any petsoni. “makes a -disb.ufsehieht foi-the. pirpose of finaneitg

communications expressly advocating the ¢lection or defeat of a cléarly identified candidate,” he

2 leg was an. unsuccessﬁul candidate on: the: Louisiana ballot for the 2012 general clection. He was also an

unsuccessful candidate for the same congressional district in 2004. The 2004.comimittee was admiinistratively
termmated oh May: 19, 2006.

. Although Cmg s.réspoiise does not aljude to his campaign: website, his: websnte dxsplayed ofi-the'yard. sign,
/iwww votenifuscraii coth/, bears the disclaimer, “Paid for by Rufus H. C(al (last visited Pebruary 14, 2013).
. ) oes:notreveal the existénce:of a pohtlcal committee, but; does: give. potentlal,donors the. oppo"rtumty to
contribute to-Craig's candidacy throigh a link.

4

A news artlcle dated November 2=,_, 2012, available through Craig’s website, statcs: that-“he ralsed fnoré than

f'gettmg slgns" and “workmg grass- ots campa‘ f
/itie: fus-craig ]

o/ : ; ; C i
vnsnted February 14 2013) As noted Mr “Craig-did.not filea Statement of Candldacy pursuant 02USC
§ 432(e); and there is insufficient information to-determine whether Craig was a candidate under 2 .8.C. § 431(2)
and required to form a political committee by filing a Statemeit of Organization, s required under 2 U.S.C. 433(a).
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I1'C.FR.§ 110.1 l'..(a),-f’ Yard signs are a form of comimunication that réquires, a.disclaimer. In
this matter, the kwpondént's signs:include an individual’s name, “Congress,” and
“VQTERUFUSCRAIG,” which is part of the webpage listing, Thus, the yard signs would
expressly advocate for the election of a fedéral candidate, if Rufus Craig were a federal
candidate. See 11 C.F.R. § 100.22(a). It is.not clear; however, that Rufus Cralg satisfied the
Act’s deﬁnition of “candidate” because we cannot be certain he received over $5,000 in
contributions or made over $5,000 in expenditures.

In as.s.'ess-it'i'g_the potential magnitude of the -acti,v.ii;y at issue, the Office: of Gerieral
Counsel notes that since Cr‘a'i.g may not have exceeded the $5,000 filing threshold for either
contributions or expenditures, the amount of funds he rﬁay-'havc_ used to create and.distribute the
yard signs ‘was likely riinimal. Moreover, members of the public who viewed thie yard signs
were unlikely to have been.misled as to who pajd fer the signs, given that the signs show the
candidate’s website, which in turn bears the disclaimer, “Paid for by Rufus H. Craig.” Seen. 3.

Based on the facts presented, the response, and publicly available information; it doés not
appear that Craig was a tandidate under the Act. Further, because of the low amounts presented
in the Complaint, wé do not believe further Commission resources are wirraited to déi'ertﬁi-ﬁe

with certainty whether Cfaig: was a candidate for federal office. Therefore, the Office:of General

* Counsel recommends that the Compission dismiss this matter pursuaiit to its proseeutorig]

discretion under Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821 (1985). Additionally, the Office of General

5 All public eonnnunicatiens made by a politival tommittee and thiose thidt expressly advocate the electian-of
a.clearly identified federal candidate require disclaimers.. 11 C.F.R,§ 1701 l(a)(l) Yard signs.are not specifically
mentioned in the definition of public communication at 11.C:F.R.. §§ 100: 26t 110. 11(a), biit:appear to be included
in “anyother fori of general public political advertisiiig.’ referenced in section 100,26, This conclusion is:
supported by the Coriifirission’s specific referenicé 1o, “sngns" it g listing of printéd-public commiunications in-

1T CFR.§ 110.11¢e)(2)i).
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Counsel recommends reminding the candidate to include the: appropriate disclaimers as required

by 2 US.C. § 44id(dyand 11 CF.R. § 110.11(a);

RECOMMENDATIONS
1.  Dismiss MUR 6682, pursuant to the Commission’s presecutorial discretion;

2. Remind Rufus Holt Craig, Jr:, of the disclaimer provisions contained in 2. U: S:.C.
§ 441d(@) and 11 C.F.R. § 110 L1(a);.

3. Approve the attached Factual & Legal Analysis and the appropriate letter; and

4, Close the file.

Ant_hbny Herman
General Counsel

BY:

& .Legal .Admunstratloh



